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now with us. Can the gentleman tell us
when we might be expecting immigra-
tion legislation on the floor?

Mr. CANTOR. I'd say to the gen-
tleman, it is not correct to say that we
have that bill. There was a tax, I be-
lieve, that was added to the bill so we
do not have that. I would say to the
gentleman, though, as he knows, our
conference members met yesterday to
discuss the path forward so far as im-
migration reform is concerned. I would
say to characterize the agreement on
our side, we all believe we need to fix a
broken system of immigration and we
need to rebuild the trust of the Amer-
ican people and the operation of gov-
ernment in terms of securing our bor-
ders and enforcing the law, at the same
time balancing that with the history
and tradition of our country as one
that is built on immigrants.

Mr. HOYER. I'm pleased to hear that.
Of course, former President George
Bush said, as the gentleman knows,
just a few days ago, that we have a
problem. The laws governing the immi-
gration system aren’t working, the sys-
tem is broken, and he urged us to pass
a bill. The chairman of the Budget
Committee, PAUL RYAN, has said the
same thing that I think the gentleman
just said. We are very hopeful that we
will bring a comprehensive, which we
believe is absolutely essential, immi-
gration bill to the floor and to realiza-
tion so we can fix a broken system.
And, yes, give a pathway to citizenship
for those who meet the criteria that we
would set forth.

But I thank the gentleman for his
comments; and if he would like to re-
spond further, I'd yield.

If not, I yield back the balance of my
time.

———

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JULY
15, 2013

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 10 a.m. on Monday, July 15,
2013.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

DEPENDENCE ON THE
GOVERNMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you,
Speaker.

Today, despite all of the diatribe, all
of the allegations, so many of which
shocked me, this bill passed. There
were things in the farm bill I was not
crazy about, but what an extraordinary
day for this reason: over the last 40-50
years, Members of the other party have
increasingly made the United States a
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welfare state where more and more
American people are dependent upon
this government for their livelihood.
Having been at a Harvard orientation
course, I was shocked to have a dean
there with charts that showed that
since welfare began, and assistance to
single moms, a check actually for each
child that any woman could have out
of wedlock, they would get a check
from the government. Now, it was well
intentioned.

Back in the sixties, there were dead-
beat dads that were not helping with
their obligation to help their children,
and so the government, people here in
Congress thought, wow, why don’t we
help these poor single moms by giving
them a check for every child they have
out of wedlock. At that time we were
around 6-7 percent of children being
born to single-parent homes. And after
40 years—actually after 30 years, as
economists will tell you, you will get
more of what you pay for. And so we
are to date now past 40 percent and
moving toward 50 percent of children
born in American to a single-mom
home because we got what we paid for.

Now, it doesn’t matter how well in-
tentioned the program was. What I saw
happening in the nineties as a judge
was single moms coming before me for
welfare fraud, and the stories were usu-
ally the same that they presented to
me. So often they were bored with high
school, and someone said, hey, you can
just have a baby and the government
will send you a check. And then you
can live, and you don’t have to work.
You don’t have to finish high school.

And those well-intentioned Members
of Congress back in the sixties ended
up in effect luring smart young women
away from finishing high school into
having a child out of wedlock and away
from reaching their full potential.

Now, even for those of us who are
Christians that believe God created
heaven and Earth and that God created
at one time a Garden of Eden from
which man fell for disobedience, even
in that scenario when the world was
perfect, Adam was given a job. In a per-
fect world where everything was fan-
tastic—before childbirth pains, before
briars, before thistles, before all of the
things that frustrate farmers, at that
time he had a job: tend the garden.
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In a perfect world, people will have a
job to reach their God-given potential,
and there is a good feeling from doing
a good job in what we do.

That’s one of the things I miss about
working in the yard or working out on
a farm or working with your hands.
When you finish, you see you’ve done
something good.

When we work here, we try to do the
right thing, on both sides of the aisle,
but we never know for some times dec-
ades whether we did more good than
damage.

And I would humbly submit that the
program that began to lure young
women away from their potential,
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away from finishing high school, away
from time in college, was well inten-
tioned, but this government should
never be in the business of luring peo-
ple away from their potential, from
luring people into results from which
they cannot seem to extricate them-
selves.

And they’d come before me for wel-
fare fraud, felony welfare fraud, as a
district judge. And normally the sce-
nario was that they realized, after a
number of children, they couldn’t live
on that little bit of government sub-
sistence; and they would think, well,
maybe if I get a job, and I don’t report
it to the Federal authorities, maybe
I'll finally have enough income that,
combined with what the government’s
giving me, then I can get ahead and I
can get out of this hole, this rut.

And so when the Republicans took
the majority, in 1995, one of the things
that they wanted to do was welfare re-
form. And I was at that Harvard ori-
entation seminar and was surprised
when they brought out the big poster
graph of single mothers’ income over
the 30-or-so years since that program
had first begun.

Single moms’ income, when adjusted
for inflation over that 30-year period,
was flat-lined. All those years, the av-
erage single mom never got ahead. She
was flat-lined because she was lured
into that government program.

I'm not sure what the right thing
was, but I think it’s time to have the
debate about it.

So I know that those people that
passed the bills in the sixties, they had
the best of intentions, but those poor
single moms were flat-lined for about
30 years of what they were bringing
home. That’s tragic. I know both sides
of the aisle would want them to do bet-
ter and do well and every year to do a
little better. I know that feeling is on
both sides of the aisle, but we disagree
with how you get there.

But what really shocked me today,
and I've got to say, in some cases broke
my heart, is to hear friends talk about
how Republicans wanted to take food
out of the mouths of children. I would
never insinuate or say such a motive
on the part of friends across the aisle,
even though I believe that that welfare
program, back from the sixties, did ex-
actly that.

I would never ascribe that motiva-
tion to friends across the aisle because
I know that’s not their heart. They
really do want to help. They just went
about it in the wrong way in the six-
ties.

And so, in 1995, when Newt Gingrich
led the Republican Revolution, had the
Contract With America, they put in a
requirement for work. If you could
work, you had to work. And it pushed
people who had been subsisting on wel-
fare, barely getting by, it pushed them
into the workforce.

And this graph, about 9 years later,
showed that single moms’ income,
when adjusted for inflation, after wel-
fare reform, had single moms making
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